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Physics peer/panel review system 
is today beyond incompetent-corrupt: 
Its foul stench has stunk up the whole universe 


Holmdel, COBE, BICEP2, LIGO, Black Hole photo ... 

55 years of peer-reviewed publication and panel-reviewed 

funding of sham discoveries. 

A half-decent review anytime would have stopped these. 
LIGO publications kept coming out the wazoo after the 
installation stood exposed as junkyard for scrap metal. 

Holmdel boo-boo should never have left Penzias-Wilson lab. 
COBE-FIRAS is today and always was orbiting space debris. 


PREFACE 


This eBook is in two parts. They are seemingly unrelated but belong 
together in a “compare-and-contrast” sense. The reader who is interested 
only in publication of the grand cosmology discoveries might skip Part A 
and go directly to Part B. 


PART A: PEER-REVIEWED REJECTION 


This concerns my efforts around the period ~1995-2000 to publish what 
I thought was a proposal of a seminal new result in classical 
electromagnetic theory. The paper was submitted to twenty journals, and 
rejected by every single one. Let me put a positive face on this: It shows 
how strongly vigilant the system is. In the more engaged of the reviews, 
the reviewers delve quite deep and eventually conclude that they are 
receptive to the proposal but not convinced with the strength of my proof. 
You get the strong and comforting impression that a deficient manuscript 
will never get into the system, even edgewise. 


PART B: PEER-REVIEWED ACCEPTANCE 


This concerns peer-reviewed acceptance of multiple grand cosmology 
discoveries from 1965 to present. I discuss how in the submitted 
manuscripts there were glaringly fatal issues staring one in the face. Also, 
claims were made with regard to crucial components of the discovery that 
were downright ludicrous. At the same time, elephant-in-the-parlor 
science issues were completely missed. Yet the manuscripts sailed 
through fine, and today represent some of the showiest and most money- 
guzzling pursuits of science. 
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BOUNCERS 





HOW PHYSICS EDITORS KEEP OUT UNDESIRABLE 
COMERS 


Can you see the deception behind cogent-sounding language? 


Essays on: 
Physics in the Twenty-first Century 


NOTE: This is a cleaned and polished version of a somewhat rambling 
and venting tirade I posted on my website in 2001: 


PHYSICS PEER REVIEW PROCESS: ELITE HANKY-PANKY 
http://www.bibhasde.com/journals.html 


PREAMBLE 


Are you familiar with the comedy of Norm Crosby who likes to drink 
decapitated coffee and speaks about an artifact who designed a certain 
building? 


This is a Television personality who specializes in speaking in smooth, 
high-flowing, flowery language with misspoken words, whose sound and 
gravitas so captivate your attention that you do not at first scrutinize the 
content. He may be talking absolute nonsense. Or he may be insulting 
you. If he told you in great oration (and with great admiration for you 
evident on his smiling face) that “You are such an extinguished and 
magnified gentleman...”, you would be greatly flattered. You 
instinctively invoke in your mind the words “distinguished” and 
“magnificent”, and are pleased as punch. But whaddy really say? 


The point: Effective language, combined with its context and 
circumstances and other trappings, can be used to perpetrate great 
distortion of truth or reality. 


When the linguistically-muscular physics editors bounce undesirable 
elements, they use an intellectual version of the same trick. And this is no 
comedy. Most “rejectees” think they have received great attention and 
great consideration, when in fact they have been forcefully bounced. For 
example, if an editor rejects your paper with the very polite and kind and 
constructive suggestion “The author might wish to submit his paper more 
appropriately to the American Journal of Physics", you would be upset at 
the rejection but consoled by the fact that the paper was considered 
worthy of publication. But what did he really say? He said: “You moron, 
you have the gall to think that you can write a research paper?!”. The 
American Journal of Physics, you see, is a pedagogic journal of a 
teachers’ association, concerned with effectiveness of teaching known 
physics. 


Have you ever wondered why scientific journals are started with the noble 
objective of advancing truth and knowledge, and are very quickly 
immersed in rules, regulations, bylaws and subclauses and God knows 
what else — all designed to strangle truth? It is like the strangler fig — after 
a while the magnificent original tree dies, withers and crumbles away, and 
only the shell of strangler vines remains — sadly mimicking the original 
shape and structure and appearance of the late great tree. 





[Source: umces.edu] 
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The pressure for conformity is enormous. 
I have experienced it in editors’ rejection 
of submitted papers, based on venomous 
criticism of anonymous referees. The 
replacement of impartial reviewing by 
censorship will be the death of science. 


- Julian Schwinger, Nobel Prize for Physics (1965), statement 
made while resigning from the American Physical Society 





Julian Schwinger on physics peer review process 


INTRODUCTION 


When you set up an organization and wish to do some 
hanky-panky from within it, the first thing you should do 
is to set yourself up an umbrella of a very noble and 
expansive cause. You can think of your own examples 
from current world affairs. With the physics journals, this 
umbrella is the maintenance of high quality in scientific 
publication. With that noble objective, they have set up a 
‘constitution’, or rulebook, to maintain that objective. In 
practice, this rulebook is entirely irrelevant when it comes 
to publishing the entitled folks who know how to play the 
game. For them, the "peer review system" works 
smoothly, and in a cooperative and collegial manner. The 
rulebook needs to be activated only for the unentitled 
folks; the undesirable submitters; the smelly indigents. 
The rulebook gets thrown at them. So it works out very 
well. It is much like the Penal Code - entirely 
inconsequential for the law-abiding citizens, but the bane 
of the criminal types. 


Within the academic physics establishment, there is the 
appearance of continuous soul-searching and great angst 
with regard to the peer review system -— its benefits, its 
drawbacks, its fairness, its possible reforms, etc. I do not 
wish here to add to that seemingly high-minded, but in 
truth hackneyed and pointless, discourse. But it has an 
insidious purpose. I point out some hidden trends of the 
referee process that are deliberately kept masked by the 
above noisy discourse. I am not saying that individual 
physicists are dishonest and dishonorable, but that they 


knowingly participate in a _ collective dishonest and 
dishonorable enterprise. 


Let us exemplify: An unentitled person (typically an 
unknown non-academic writing from a P. O. Box address 
or a little-known organization; or even a former academic 
who no longer has a home institution) trying to advance a 
new idea, a proof, that goes in the face of existing 
knowledge will have theorems and lemmas and principles 
and laws thrown at him. The guy would be stoned to death 
with these, but he will not be told what is actually wrong 
with his proof. The editor will then cite a number of rules 
why this paper cannot be published: It is not "current" 
research; it will not be of interest to our readers; and so 
on. Now, hold on a moment! A truly new result may well 
and properly go in the face of theorems etc. And what do 
these rules just cited have to do with advancing truth and 
knowledge? This is elite hanky-panky - pure and simple. 
The editors and reviewers are all consciously participating 
in it. Do not let the academics tell you otherwise with their 
ever-ready, cogent language. An entitled person (typically 
a physics professor from a big-time university), however, 
can break any number of accepted tenets, and proceed 
with his navel contemplation. He can violate the great 
conservation principles, he can introduce new dimensions 
of space, he can set up his own fantasy universe and 
calculate the stuffing out of it - and yet, publication is 
assured. If you were somehow able to challenge them on 
this, they have their cogent language ready: The latter is 
a case of "advanced physics", allowing for unrestrained 
imaginative latitude and intellectual horizon, etc etal. 


WHAT'S THE BIG DEAL?! 


One might say that the “bouncees” are a small number of 
people, and therefore this is not a big deal. And most of 
these people are probably untrained amateurs and 
indefatigable cranks and hopeful wannabes anyway. There 
has to be a provision for dealing with them in a summary 
manner. The system works for the vast majority of people 
it was designed to work for. So what’s the point of this 
tirade? Actually, I do not have a good answer to this 
utilitarian argument. I would actually agree with this 
position if the editors had the ability, upon an initial glace, 
to tell what is fool’s gold and what is a nugget. Today, they 
do not. They are shallow bureaucrats (their physics 
degrees notwithstanding), who  go-~ entirely’ by 
appearances. The result may be that you load up on fool’s 
gold, and leave behind the nuggets. But you will not know 
this until much later, when you have reached home and 
the experts have tested your cache. Your entire goldrush 
expedition has been wasted, and much of your life has 
been wasted. 


Most, if not all, physics journals today follow a tacit policy 
that any papers trying to reopen “old and closed” chapters 
of physics will be summarily rejected. If a paper resurrects 
the ether theory in some form, it will be rejected. If an 
author questions Maxwell’s Equations, he will be rejected. 
If an idea concerns questioning a fundamental constant of 
physics, it will be rejected. Now stop and think: What is 
the meaning of this policy? It declares that all the physics 
that has been established to date is without flaw and 
beyond question. Do you find this widely adopted policy 


wise or unwise? I find it neither. I find it to be an approach 
of momentous impact, stemming from great ignorance. 
Let me leave you with just one of many examples I can 
cite. A man on the fringes of physics, name of Ilya 
Prigogine, questioned in modern times long accepted 
principles of Thermodynamics - a very old and a very 
closed subject. He faced much persecution. Today it is 
known that he is essentially correct. A great many workers 
today are coming to question Electromagnetic Theory - 
another very old and a very closed subject. The journals 
are keeping them out. 


If Maxwell’s Equations need extension, that would of 
course be of no interest whatsoever to these editors. But 
if one of our sister universes needs a nose job, all due 
haste would be applied. You laugh?! Man you just don’t 
understand! There are lofty considerations involved here 
that are far above your head. 


Bad doctors and bad actors, bad ballplayers and bad 
bricklayers — all get found out sooner or later. But there 
are no mechanisms to bring to light bad editors and bad 
referees. The journals keep the information under wraps. 
Occasionally, when the public gets a whiff of things (such 
as a journal rejecting a paper which later received the 
Nobel Prize), then and only then, the journal itself puts out 
some type of mea culpa, but makes it sound like a noble 
confessional, tinged with a little intellectual humor (Well 
whaddya know, even us Gods sometimes stumble, he 
he...). Rather than tarring and feathering these blighters, 
you praise them for their honesty and forthrightness and 
self-deprecation. It does not occur to you that they were 


going to get away with it had it not been for the high profile 
Prize. It does not occur to you how many other discoveries 
they must have scuttled in this way. A great many 
inappropriate and incompetent and dishonest and 
dishonorable referees are operating today under the 
invincible shield of anonymity - a shield that was created 
with all the good intention in mind. 


The Age of Internet permits us today to speak of such 
taboo subjects. 


BEEN VACCINATED LATELY?! 


Modern hypodermic needles are so fine that you do not 
even feel the prick. But they have administered a potent 
vaccine which will act on you. This is what being scammed 
by the modern physics intellectuals is like. You will not 
know ina million years that they have vaccinated you. You 
will find other reasons why the change that is happening 
to you is happening. You may even start admitting to 
yourself your own inadequacy in contributing in a highly 
intellectual field. You may even develop deep depression 
and paranoia. Your colleagues will reinforce your self- 
doubt, and hasten your scientific demise. Let me illustrate 
with only one example from the arsenal of intellectual 
scamming techniques the physics editors use. 


With a physics journal, there are perfectly legitimate, even 
unavoidable, reasons to split it into various disciplines 
(e.g., Nuclear Physics, Condensed Matter Physics, 
Interdisciplinary Physics ...). But what the editors do is use 


this good custom to pervert the system. This is like 
quoting from the scriptures to justify hanky-panky. 


So you submit a paper that can be construed as straddling 
the boundaries of disciplines. This is true with many novel 
ideas today. You submit it to the journal Happening 
Physics A, because that is where the main thrust of paper 
lies, although it has some elements of Happening Physics 
C. Now, the editor of A politely tells you that this is not 
appropriate for his journal, and that it is more appropriate 
for Happening Physics C. OK, so you resubmit the paper 
to that journal, or it is automatically transferred to that 
journal. The editor of C says: It is an interdisciplinary 
subject, so it is more appropriate for Happening Physics E. 
OK, it goes to Happening Physics E. There the editor says: 
Although your manuscripts contains some interdisciplinary 
aspects, it seems more suited to Happening Physics 
A or Happening Physics C. At this stage, you do not know 
if to laugh or cry. What do you do now? If you are a 
stubborn and obstinate little number, you go to the Editor- 
in-Chief of all these journals. The Chief replies: You case 
file has been reviewed and found to be complete and in 
order. The rejection is upheld. 


This is a highly sophisticated technique that combines the 
basic concepts of shell game, ping pong, pass-the-buck 
and loop-the-loop. Who can you convince that you have 
been wronged? You have received a lengthy due process! 
Many editors have spent their valuable time on your paper. 
Yet, the content of your paper was never once addressed. 
You have spent one year of your life seeking publication. 
You have a few more grey hairs, and you are little more 


cynical and bitter, and people around you are ever more 
convinced that you are a crackpot. Every time you will 
submit in the future, you will dread that what you will 
receive in reply is not a letter-size envelope with a single 
sheet in it, but a large fat Manila envelope. The vaccine 
has worked. They have vaccinated you against the bug 
that urges you to submit. 


Of course the public will be told that editors have no 
obligation in the matter of your personal trauma. They 
have to be objective scientists. Very true! But have they 
been objective? The hidden truth is that they are most 
interested in your personal trauma: In giving you trauma. 
You see, most editors have a mental list of who (among 
repeat submitters) they consider crackpot submitters. 
They also have mental criteria (never written down or 
openly discussed) on what characteristics of a manuscript 
identify it as a crackpot manuscript. And the above 
example is just one of many ways they have developed to 
deal with same. 


A PERFECTED DEFENSE MECHANISM 


We have so far talked about the hanky-panky that editors, 
referees et al — i.e. people behind a journal — engage in. 
However, the scientific community also uses their journals 
to their advantage. Here is how it works. 


Suppose you are an outsider with some criticism of some 
insider's work. You send a message to that insider. 
Chances are he does not respond; he does not give you 


the time of day. You try various others things, but no 
matter what you do, you cannot get anyone inside to listen 
to you. You cannot get a rise out of anyone. Then you find 
a way to force the issue. May be through your connection 
with your cousin the rock star you get on Oprah, and use 
her loudhailer. The establishment is now forced to 
respond. Yes!! What do they do? Their big stuffed suits get 
together and hold an urgent meeting -— it is after all Oprah 
we are talking about. They then issue a very cogent, very 
reasonable, very just position statement: Please (please!) 
publish your criticism in one of our refereed journals, and 
we will promptly respond in that forum. Who can find fault 
with this? Even Oprah says that this is a most honest 
position. 


Ok, you are an outsider, and you may not know how to 
play the game of writing a professional scientific paper. 
You may not have access to all the current journal articles 
that may have some bearing on your criticism. You may 
not have access to large computers to write and develop 
huge codes to do some calculations. You may not even 
know how to write codes. All of these things may be 
completely unnecessary to make your point, but the 
editors and referees will cleverly use these as legitimate- 
sounding grounds to scuttle your paper. And the public will 
naturally side with such an open-minded community. You 
have received due process! In the end, you will not have 
a leg to stand on. You will lick your wounds and curl up 
and never do physics again. 


By the time they are finished with you, they will have 
performed a lobotomy on you, without anyone realizing 


this — least of all you yourself. The bogus science that you 
were criticizing will continue to be enshrined. 


By the time they are finished with you, you are a weirdo. 
They are the voice of wisdom. And your criticism has not 
even had a single hearing. 


But privately, they realize that you are right. After dealing 
with you, they will, after a decent interval, gradually 
finesse this thing and make it go away. It is as though they 
themselves freshly realized what you had tried to tell them 
in the first place. 


THE QUESTION OF AUTHOR'S 
ENTITLEMENT 


Sometimes, if you have got used to a certain system, you 
subconsciously take that to be how it should be. The 
deviation becomes the norm. This is why, before we 
proceed further, I would like to acquaint you with a couple 
of extreme examples showing how in enlightened and 
generous science, only the work itself matters totally, and 
the author’s antecedents matter not at all. The following 
references represent highly regarded journals. The 
enlightenment and the generosity here pertain not only to 
the editors and the reviewers, but also to the fellow 
authors. 


In the following publication, one of the authors, Emily 
Rosa, is a fourth-grader (when the work was done). The 


extreme simplicity, even naiveteé, of her experiment not 
only did not prevent publication, but was seen as a 
strength. 


Rosa L, Rosa E, Sarner L, Barrett S. A Close Look at 
Therapeutic Touch. JAMA 279:1005-1010, 1998. 


In the following publication, one of the authors, Sayan De, 
is a preteen boy (when the work was done): 


A. Weigel , A. Lepland, S. De, K. Marti and G. 
Arrhenius, 2000, Leonids: Did They Make It to 
Earth? Meteoritics and Planetary Science, 35, 166- 
168. 


In the following paper on asteroid orbits, one of the 
authors, Martin Burkenroad, is aé_ retired biologist 
specializing in crustacean phylogeny: 


Alfvén, H., M. Burkenroad and W.-H. Ip, 1974. 
Cosmogony of the asteroidal belt, Nature 250: 634. 


So outside of physics, there are areas of science where the 
old world values still survive. Curiosity, sense of 
wonderment, marveling at the unorthodox and the 
refreshing - such things still triumph over the attitude: 
"Hmm, let us see now, is this author entitled?". Set your 
mind right. Give yourself the correct perspective. Make the 
former your norm. Take anything else as deviation. 





[Source:http://www.quackwatch.org/01QuackeryRelatedTopics/Gifs/emily.jpg ] 


Fourth-grader Emily Rosa is an icon of enlightened 
thinking in scientific publication. 


THE TWO UNAVAILABLE TESTS 


The very way the peer review system works today also 
protects it from being discovered when an_ insidious 
preference system is in place. You may hear about one 
dissatisfied author here, another irate author there - and 
that’s about all the protestation there is. These people are 
then dismissed as disgruntled individuals who have been 
justly rejected - and are said to be expected and normal 
outcome of the referee process. At the same time, there 
is the grandiose appearance of a very elaborate system of 
checks and balances (hierarchical appeal process akin to 
the legal system) that gives an outside observer the solid, 
reassuring feeling of an honest an honorable enterprise. 


If these people had set up an exclusive country club and 
kept you out through various legit mechanisms, you really 
may not have a leg to stand on. But can a physics journal 
be likened to such a country club? No. A physics journal is 
like a cricket club. You have to know how to play cricket 
to join. But that's all. You do not have to know how to hold 
a teacup properly, with your pinky sticking out; and you 
Should not need to show your Birth Certificate. 


There are two conceivable ways in which an insidious 
preference system can come to light: Both involve the 
emergence of a pattern, as observed through collecting 
and analyzing multiple instances of such practice. The first 
is the collective experience of many rejected 
authors/submitters to a single journal, and the second is 
the collective experience of a single submitter making 
multiple submissions to a multiplicity of journals, 
submissions that are rejected. 


THE FIRST UNAVAILABLE TEST: 
The Bigoted Developer Test 


By the very nature of the referee process, the first of the 
above events cannot occur, since rejected submitters do 
not know of one another. Therefore, there is no collective, 
and no networking, and no analysis. The very way in which 
abuse could most readily emerge is the very way that is 
not available. 


Suppose that a new township is being planned, and people 
are applying to take up residence there. Some applications 
are being accepted, and some are being rejected. 
However, the “rejectees” do not know about one another. 


So there is no chance of anyone observing any patterns. 
But if a watchdog organization waged a public campaign 
and asked the rejectees to come forward, the result might 
be quite interesting. It may emerge the rejectees all 
belong to certain racial, ethnic, religious or age group. 


THE SECOND UNAVAILABLE TEST: 
Father Guido Sarducci Test 


The second of the above events requires an individual with 
enormous persistence and determination over a long 
period of time — with attendant risk-taking. But it is not 
enough that this individual has collected data; he must 
also have an avenue through which he can broadcast his 
findings. Until the advent of the Internet, such broadcast 
was virtually impossible. So, the second way in which 
abuse could emerge was also a way that was not available 
— until recently. 


If you write a detailed letter to the White House on some 
momentous issue, you will receive a reply thanking you 
for your thoughtful comments and concerns etc. You feel 
good that someone has sat down and read your letter, and 
composed a response. The same is true of large 
corporations. It is only if you write many such letters on 
many issues that you discover what is going on. There are 
a few form responses, and you receive one of those. The 
result can be positively hilarious, as shown by the 
experimentation of Don “Father Guido Sarducci” Novello of 
Saturday Night Live fame, in his book The Lazio 
Letters. He wrote letters to many organizations, and 
compiled the responses. 


The present essay is about this second unavailable test, 
and my own experimentation with it. I have appended 
below my documented experiences, with my own 
observations. I should say that I did not start out with an 
experimentation in mind, but some way through the effort 
of trying to publish this paper, the idea of the 
experimentation occurred to me. 


THE SCIENTIFIC ISSUE 


The experiment concerns a physics issue that is clear and 
precise. One of the mainstays of physics is the set of four 
Maxwell’s Equations. These equations can be _ solved 
together in empty space, and in a planar geometry, to give 
us a solution: The plane electromagnetic wave. This wave 
consists of time-varying electric and magnetic fields 
orthogonal to each other. Much of today’s scientific and 
technological civilization stems from this solution. 


I have shown that in a like manner, another solution can 
be obtained: The source-free, closed magnetic field 
structure. This consists of static magnetic field that forms 
a closed structure of finite extent in space. 


The issue of correctness aside, this can be recognized as 
the most important issue raised in Electromagnetic Theory 
in over a hundred years. Anybody that cannot see this 
immediately, and handle the submission accordingly, has 
no business being in physics. 


My proof is mathematical, as in the case of the 
electromagnetic wave. The correctness of the proof hinges 
on whether or not two precisely defined mathematical 
expressions are equal. 


I claim to have shown that the two expressions are 
unequal (which corresponds to the correctness of my 
idea). No one has proved that they are equal. When an 
expert tried most diligently to do so, he did not succeed. 
Under these circumstances, an honest — scientific 
community would let the paper be published, and face 
open debate. The physics establishment did not let this 
happen. 


The very clear and very precisely defined problem is shown 
in the following figure. Two static magnetic field structures 
in empty space (21, x2) in (r, Z, m) coordinate system are 
both solutions of Maxwell’s equations in empty space. I 
assert that the two structures are not identical. (In 
general, two structures cou/d be quantitatively identical 
even if they are expressed with different mathematical 
functions. ) 


This is crux issue in the refereeing of the paper. With this 
established, I move on to say that the resultant structure 
= obtained by differencing the above two structures x1 and 
x2 an elementary concept in physics. 


The reader interested in further reading might go to my 
eBook in the Internet Archive. 


THE PHOTON DEMYSTIFIED 
(www.bibhasde.com/photon.pdf) 

THE STRUCTURE Fj 

bz1= bo Jo(sar) eS 

br| = Bo J) (seer) eS 

bol = 9, 

with s = 2f|z|a shorthand notation, and a an arbitrary, positive real quantity. 

THE STRUCTURE I 


by2 = (Ilr) ArAgaylar 
br? =- dAg2/ dx 
bg2 {2 


Ag2(r.z) = (bof) J{[(2-k7)K(k) - 2E(k)] / [kG@R)!/2]) 1(aR) R dR 


oO 


with k? = 4rR/(R74 r2 4 22 4 2rR). 


PHOTON MAGNETIC FIELD STRUCTURE: 
E(b) = E} - 2 


PHOTON MASS: 


m= 2 Ey {n2 rar az 
-x 0) 





THE HIGH-WIRE ACROBAT FEIGNS ACUTE 
VERTIGO 


Here is the irony of ironies. In the present time, the aspect 
of physics that is in most evidence is mathematics. They 
are calculating the stuffing out of the universe, and a few 
other universes to boot. Then they are calling this great 
physics. Then they are extolling the virtue of mathematical 
beauty in physics. OK, fine. So what do they do when a 
new idea is presented to them in clear mathematical terms 
- in a such a way that mathematics has been made the 
entire crux of a proposed discovery of the highest possible 
Significance? They do and say all kinds of things except 
address the central mathematics! They say, it looks 
wrong. But no one can prove that it is wrong. When, much 
later, an actual expert actually tried mathematically to 
prove that it is wrong, he failed and said so. 


What about beauty? Well, this particular mathematics 
seems to be as ugly as a warthog to them. What about the 
challenge? This challenge, it seems, is comparable to 
daring a child to eat brussels sprouts. What about the 
Significance of the proposed discovery to the very 
foundation of physics? Well, it is nothing compared to the 
Significance of studying the coded transmission being sent 
from within the black holes. 


But the mere impression that it looks wrong, and the fact 
that there are certain theorems that forbid my result, were 
the basis of rejection of my paper. That impression is 
clearly not an informed impression, and new physics ideas 
do sometimes supplant old theorems. 


What we have here is that our valiant mathematical heroes 
are reluctant to apply their own professed and beloved 
expertise where it is critically called for in the cause of 
basic physics, while grand equations and grander matrices 
are flying off their midriff in a torrent and flowing into the 
hidden dimensions of space. 


I mean, really! There ought to be a limit even to hypocrisy 
of the noble. 


THE RULEBOOK 


Before we proceed to my experiment, let us discuss the 
issue of the rulebook. Every physics journal sets up for 
itself a set of rules. On the face, these are designed to give 
great objectivity and honesty to the publication process. 
They are usually set up like the legal system, with a very 
elaborate appeal procedure that a dissatisfied author can 
seek recourse to. Really, who can argue with motherhood? 
But, again, look beyond the language. 


The interesting thing about the rulebook is that, having set 
this up, everybody becomes subservient to it. They forget 
why they are in this business in the first place, which is to 
advance scientific exploration. Instead, they are hog-tied 
by these petty bureaucratic system they themselves have 
set up. The first casualty of this is the scientific exploration 
itself. 


The rulebook is set up largely with the “problem” authors 
in mind: the cranks and the crackpots; the stubborn and 
the obstinate; the unentitled and the disaffected; the 
jobless and the institution-less. If a big-time academic, 
Professor Everard Vitton from Principessa University, 
sends an account of his omphaloskepsis, it will be 
published almost automatically. There’s no issue of the 
rulebook. Vitton can also open an "old and closed" subject 
at will - and it will be seen as a sign of great genius. If Jim 
Consigliore the engineer submits a neat theorem about the 
conservation principles, giving a P. O. Box address, then 
is when the rulebook is activated in its full glory. You see, 
Jim must first prove that the existing ideas are wrong, 
before he can seek to replace them with his new idea - no 
matter how sound and how irrefutable. Basically, they 
have put up the "No Vacancy" sign. 


The appeal procedure itself is a very clever sham. If a 
dissatisfied author activates it, the rules will be followed to 
a tee. But each successive level of appeal will uphold the 
rejection, with its own cogent-sounding reasoning. If the 
author persists up until the court of last resort, hoping that 
something might happen here, he is in for a b-i-g surprise. 
He will receive a letter saying that this court exists merely 
to ensure that the case file is complete and in proper order 
(and it is!). I kid you not! 


If you are not hip to what is really going on, by the time 
they are through with you, you will get so turned around 
that you will forget your ATM password. Or you can learn 
to go past language, and be one step ahead of the sham. 
Try and defeat them in their own game. 


The bottom line, dear reader: Learn to look past language 
if you want to understand the intellectual scam artists that 
I call the sententious bouncers. They are today’s physics 
editors and the editorial board members. They are the 
ones who are helping to systematically bastardize physics: 
Support certain chosen story lines as legitimate physics 
and chosen individuals as legitimate physicists, and 
Suppress everything and everyone else. They are the 
palace guards and the legbreakers. They are helping divert 
the scientific civilization - slowly slowly. 


THE “EXPERIMENT” 
1. Applied Physics Letters 


Manuscript title: Magnetic structures in empty space (Ms. No.: None 
assigned) 

Editors/Contacts : Dr. Nghi Q. Lam 

Excerpt from decision: 


“Our journal publishes exclusively papers on the application of physics, 
while yours deals with fundamental theory.” 


2. Astrophysical Journal 


Manuscript title: A magnetoform universe (Manuscript No. 36832) 
Editors/Contacts: Professor Steven S. Shore, Indiana U. South Bend 


Excerpt from decision: 


“As you say in the body of the manuscript, the results are not new, the 
connection to astrophysics is too peripheral, and the presentation does not 
warrant publication in this journal.” 


3. Astrophysics and Space Science 


Manuscript title: A magnetoform universe (Manuscript No. 
ASTR314) 
Editors/Contacts: Prof. John Dyson, Leeds University, UK; Dr. 
Eugene deGeus, Kluwer Academic Publishers 


Excerpt from Dyson’s decision: 

“We have had great difficulty getting referee’s reports on your paper 
and the only referee who did respond expressed great scepticism and he 
felt the paper contained insufficient science to be published.” 


Appeal to Dyson: No response 
Appeal to deGeus: Excerpt from his decision: 


“T appreciate your taking the time to inform me of the situation concerning 
the reviewing problems of your manuscripts. 


I apologize for the delay in my answer to you, which is due to my recent 
absence from the office. 


I appreciate your feeling of disappointment regarding the fact that, after 
waiting a long period for the review of your paper, you received only a 
short notice back rejecting your paper. 


While going through the files on your papers, I noticed that first of all the 
editor had great difficulty getting referee's reports. I believe several 
scientists we requested to referee the paper turned that request down. 
Subsequently the editor, in order to get the paper refereed, called in a 
favor and asked a close colleague for comments, and also looked at the 
papers himself. After some consideration and discussion they concluded 
that the papers could not be considered for publication in our journal. I 
believe you were informed that one referee expressed great scepticism, 
and that the papers were considered to have "insufficient science”. 


The personal nature that the reviewing process had to take in this case is 
the cause for the absence of a detailed referee's report. 


I believe that, considering the efforts that our editor and referees have 
made to get your article refereed, your paper has not received unfair or 
unprofessional treatment. You are correct in stating that you should have 
received a speedier response to your appeal. I apologize for that oversight. 


Nevertheless, in my opinion the editors have done everything possible to 
give your papers a fair review, and we therefore stand by the editor's 
decision.” 


4. Europhysics Letters 


Manuscript title: Prediction of a new particle (Manuscript No. G11113) 
Editors/Contact: Professor W. Zakrzewski, Univ. of Durham, UK 


Excerpt from referee report: 


“This paper sounds like science-fiction to me, and I don’t see any way in 
which it could possibly be accepted for publication in Europhysics 
Letters. 


It is true that Maxwell’s equations possess many counterintuitive 
solutions, and I am willing to admit that a solution, like that of the author, 
is possible, namely a pure static magnetic field confined in a small 
(pointlike) region. However: 


- What happens in a different Lorentz frame? An electric field will appear 
and the magnetic field will no longer be static. So what? 


- It is true that the quantity given in eq. (22) represents the total energy of 
that peculiar field configuration, possibly identified with mass, by 
Einstein’s equivalence. But is that a particle? What is its spin? In other 
words, how is it described in terms of irreducible representations of the 
Poincare group (this is equally valid for classical and a 
quantumrelativistic particle)? 


- The author tries to answer all the anticipated objections. That sounds 
strange, as if he had already been rebuked a number of times! Anyway, 
such a section does not belong to a sound scientific paper. 


In conclusion, the results presented in this paper are provocative (so was 
Wheeler’s old dream of geons), but non convincing, to me at least. Thus 
I see only one logical conclusion: outright rejection.” 


Some further information from Zakrzewski on the review: 


“The comments of the second referee were also similar in tone to the first 
referee except that he did not "feel like writing a longer report". The first 
referee discussed your paper with several of his colleagues and his report 
is a joint report of his group.” 


5. LEEE Transactions on Magnetics 


Manuscript title: Sourceless magnetostatic field 
geometries (Manuscript No. IM-98-46) 
Editors/Contacts: Professor Isaac D. Mayergoyz, U. Maryland; Dr. 
Ronald Goldfarb, NIST 


Excerpt from decision: 


* .. solutions to Maxwell’s equations div b = 0 and curl b = 0 with no 
sources at infinity are unique.” — Referee | 
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the conclusion can be drawn that (the solution)... vanishes 
everywhere.” — Referee 2 


Appeal to Mayergoyz: No response. 
Appeal to Goldfarb: Excerpt from response — 


“Our philosophy is that it is the obligation of an author to persuade 
referees of the merits of a manuscript. As is the case for most peer- 
reviewed journals, we do not take the position that a controversial paper 
should be published in spite of referee rejection and that referees should 
then publish their refutations of a paper. 


We editors try to devote a reasonable amount of time to deal with each 
paper we handle. However, since we are all unpaid volunteers, we must 
avoid engaging in extended dialogue with disappointed authors. Please 
accept Prof. Mayergoyz's editorial decision as definite.” 


6. Modern Physics Letters 


Manuscript title: Field-particle dualism in Maxwell’s 
equations (No ms. no.) 
Editors/Contacts: Prof. A. P. Balachandran, Syracuse U. ; Dr. K. K. 
Phua, World Scientific 


Excerpt from decision: 


“MPLA and IJMPA are journals with focus on frontiers of current 
research in particle physics, quantum field theory etc. Occasionally an 
article which does not belong to any of these categories appears in these 
journals, but it is the exception. 


The article of De is unsuitable for these journals for the above reason. (It’s 
scientific merits are not being commented on here.) Considering also the 
large volume of excellent papers submitted to the journals, I do not 
recommend the publication of De’s article in MPLA.” 


Appeal to Balachandran: Directs me to take the appeal to the publisher. 
Appeal to Phua: No response 


7. International Journal of Theoretical Physics 


Manuscript title: Sourceless solutions of magnetostatic field (Ms. No. 
970710.1) 
Editors/Contacts: Prof. David Finkelstein, Georgia Tech 


Excerpt from decision: 
“Sigmal = Sigma2” 
On appeal (same reviewer): 


Ce b — 0” 


8. Journal of Mathematical Physics 


Manuscript title: Field-particle dualism in Maxwell’s equations (Ms 
No.: 8-474) 

Editors/Contacts: Professor Steven E. Weinberg, Univ. of Texas, 
Austin 


Excerpt from decision: 


“This work deals with the interpretation of solutions in magnetostatics in 
rather simple boundary conditions — free space and no sources! The 
author takes these solutions and applies an ad hoc truncation procedure to 
them which is then used to make some rather dramatic claims concerning 
a ‘dualism’ between magnetic fields and particle mass. To me there is no 
physical justification for these procedures nor indeed their physical 
interpretation. The mathematics is completely elementary and I cannot 
see how this work would be of interest to readers of the Journal of 
Mathematical Physics.” 


9. Journal of Physics A 


Manuscript title: Sourceless solutions of static magnetic field (Ms. 
No.: A/91725/PAP) 
Editors/Contact: Professor Edward Corrigan, Honorary Editor 


Excerpt from decision: 


“’..1 do not see another reason for this discrepancy than calculational 
errors.” 


10. Journal of Physics D 


Manuscript Title: (Ms. No.: D/79942/PAP) 
Editors/Contacts: Professor S. B. Palmer, Honorary Editor 


Excerpt from decision: “...nonsense” 


11. JETP Letters 


Manuscript title: Prediction of a new particle (No ms. no. given) 
Editors/Contacts: Professor Vsevolod Feliksovich Gantmakher, 
Russian Academy of Sciences 


Reason for rejection: Paper not important to merit rapid publication 
Excerpt from decision on appeal: 


“Editorial Board has not found grounds to change the preceding 
decision.” 


12. Letters in Mathematical Physics 


Manuscript title: Field-particle dualism in Maxwell’s equations (Ms 
No.: 20033) 
Editors/Contacts: Professor J. C. Cortet, Univ. of Bourgogne, France 


Excerpt from decision: 


“*,.the content is not of sufficient importance or interest to justify urgency 
for publication as a letter with respect to our backlog of manuscripts to be 
published in the next issues.” 


13. Physical Review D 


Manuscript title: Sourceless solutions of static magnetic field (Ms. 
No.: DRR632) 

Editors/Contacts: Dr. D. Nordstrom, APS; Board Member Prof. 
Raymond S. Willey, U of Pittsburg 

Editor-in-Chief for APS: Dr. Martin Blume, Brookhaven Natl Lab 


Review by Willey: 


“The paper is reyected because its claim to find a sourceless static finite 
extent magnetic field solution of Maxwell's equations 1s incorrect. 


(1) The opening statement of the introduction, that the existence of such 
solutions (FMS) has not been proved or disproved, is false. The 
nonexistence of such solutions is proved in most EM text books. In 
Jackson, sections 1.5 and 1.9 provide the nonexistence proof. I 
paraphrase. 


If $\bf\nabla\rm\times\bf b \rm = 0$, everywhere, then \bf b \rm can be 
written as gradient of a scalar potential S. 


If $\bf\nabla\rm \cdot \bf b \rm = O0$, everywhere, $\nabla‘2 S = O$, 
everywhere. 


If the field (gradient of S) goes to zero at infinity, then S must go to 
constant (or zero) at infinity. 


The uniqueness theorem of potential theory then determines that S = 
Constant or zero everywhere. 


Thus, under conditions stated, \bf b \rm is zero. 


(2) So there must be error(s) in the arguments and calculations in the text. 
The problems arise in the comparison of the vector potentials, \bf A\rm 2, 
\bf A\rm 1. In the first place, the two vector potentials could differ by the 
gradient of a scalar potential (gauge transformation) and still give the 
same b fields. Thus the argument of sec IV, that the two vector potentials 
are different, even if true, would not imply that the b fields are different. 
So $\Sigma_1\neq \Sigma_2$ is not established in the paper. 


(3)In sec V, comparing the two vector potentials, inconsistent 
approximations are compared. In the limit considered, $z\gg r$ and r not 
necessarily small, Al is a power series in r ($J_1(r)$) times $e%{-z}$. In 
A2 only the first term in the corresponding power series in r is Kept. I have 
computed the coefficient of the second ($r3$) term in A2 and it precisely 
agrees with the series for $J_1$, so in the limit considered, the two vector 
potentials are in fact the same. For general r,z I don't know any analytic 


transformation from A2 to Al,but with Mathematica on a fast PC one can 
choose a few random values of r,z and numerically integrate (13). 
Convergence of the integral of the Bessel fun is slow as the upper limit 
for the numerical integration is increased. But in a few hours one can 
become convinced that Al, A2 are numerically the same. For example, 
for $r=3, z=2$ integrating out to $r'= 100$ I have $A2 = .0456$ and 
$A 1=.0459$ (and of course, one sees the convergence as upper limit is 
increased). For $r=.5,z=4$ integrating out to $r'=200$ I have $A2= 
.00446$ and $A1= .00444$. 


Thus $\bf b_1 \rm - \bf b_2 \rm = 0$ as required by the general theory.” 
Appeal to Blume: Excerpt from decision - 


“The scientific review of your paper is the responsibility of the editor of 
Physical Review D, which resulted in the decision to reject your paper. 
The Editor-in-Chief must assure that the procedures of our journal have 
been followed responsibly and fairly in arriving at that decision. 


On considering all aspects of this file I have concluded that our 
procedures have in fact been appropriately followed and that your paper 
received a fair review. Accordingly, I must uphold the decision of the 
Editors.” 


14. Physical Review E 


Manuscript title: Sourceless solutions of static magnetic field (Ms. 
No.: DRR632ER) 

Editors/Contacts: Prof. Eric Weinberg, Columbia U; Prof. Neal B. 
Abraham, Brynmawr College 


Excerpt from Associate Editor Abraham’s decision: 


“The above manuscript which you submitted to Physical Review D has 
been examined by the editors. It is their opinion that, in view of its subject 
matter, your paper would be more suitable for consideration in Physical 


Review E. However, we regret to inform you that your manuscript is not 
considered suitable for publication. 


As a family of research journals, the Physical Review publishes articles 
in which significant advances in physics are reported. Such advances 
must be placed in the context of recent developments in research. There 
is no discussion in your manuscript of how this work relates to other 
current physics research and adequate references to the recent research 
literature are lacking. 


Your manuscript is therefore too pedagogical for the Physical Review. 
We must suggest that you submit it to another, more suitable journal.” 


“T am writing in connection with your manuscript “Sourceless solutions 
of a static magnetic field" (DRR632). 


In your letter of April 20, you objected to the transfer of this manuscript 
from Physical Review D. However, it does fall outside the scope of 
Physical Review D, which is restricted to elementary particle physics, 
gravitation, and those aspects of astrophysics that are related to the 
physics of particles and fields. I would grant that results in classical 
electromagnetism can sometimes be of relevance to these subjects, but the 
same is also true of atomic physics, nuclear physics, and many other areas 
that are also not included in Physical Review D. 


Even if classical electromagnetism were within the scope of our journal, 
your paper would have been rejected because: 

(1) Its focus is primarily mathematical rather than on a specific physical 
problem of relevance to current research. 

(2) It is wrong, in that it claims to present a sourcefree solution, while 
this solution in fact requires the source given in Eq. (9). 


For all of these reasons, we cannot accept your paper for publication in 
Physical Review D.” 


15. Physical Review Letters 


Manuscript title: Magnetic structures in empty space (Ms. No.: 
LF6760) 
Editors/Contacts: Dr. Jerome W. Malenfant, APS 


Excerpt from decision: 


your manuscript 1s not considered suitable for publication in Physical 
Review Letters.” 


16. Physics Essays 


Manuscript title: Field-particle dualism in Maxwell’s equations (No 
ms. no.) 

Editors/Contact: Professor Nikos Salingaros, Univ. of Texas, San 
Antonio 


Reason for rejection: Paper is wrong (3 referees, each reviewing twice). 
17. Physics of Plasmas 


Manuscript title: The Missed Physics of Source-free Magnetic 
Field (Ms. No. : PoP-24956-BC-O ES) 
Editos/Contactsr: Professor Ronald C. Davidson, Princeton University 


Excerpt from decision: 


“T was not convinced by this paper. It goes in the face of the uniqueness 
theorem for vacuum fields. 


This argument seems unimpeachable and has been around for a long time, 
and the author should point out what is incorrect about it if he wants to 
contradict it. 


His proof of the contradiction is really quite complex and it would take 
some work to point out the fallacy in it. 


However, my guess is that if he calculated his potential A-phi for his 
second field to next order in r he would find that it would agree with that 
of his first field. It really appears that there is an exchange of limits here. 


If he does this and finds a disagreement in the next significant order 
probably in r**3 then I would think he would have something and the 
paper would be worth publishing.” 


Revised manuscript: rejected on same grounds. 
18. Proceedings of the Royal Society 


Manuscript title: Field-particle dualism in Maxwell’s equations (Ms. 
No.: 99PA110) 

Editors/Contacts: Professor J. B. Pendry, FRS, Imperial College, 
London, UK; Final appeal: Sir Aaron Klug (President, Royal Society), 
OM, FRS; Final arbiter: Professor J. S. Rowlinson, FREngS, Oxford 
University 


Excerpt from decision: 


“This paper is not acceptable for publication because it contains a number 
of errors leading to mistaken conclusions.” 


Excerpt from decision on appeal to Editor: 


“(The Editor) regrets that we cannot give further consideration to this 
paper, therefore, the rejection is made final.” 


Excerpt from decision upon appeal to Sir Aaron Klug: 


“This paper, together with all associated correspondence, was forwarded 
to Professor JS Rowlinson FREng SecRS, Physical Secretary and Vice 
President of the Royal Society. Professor Rowlinson has asked me to 


inform you that he fully supports Professor Pendry’s decision to reject 
your manuscript. This matter 1s, therefore, closed.” 


19. New Journal of Physics 


Manuscript title: Field-particle dualism in Maxwell’s equations (Ms. 
No.: NJP/102440/PAP) 

Editors/Contacts: Dr. Alex Bradshaw, Max-Planck-Institut fiir 
Plasmaphysik, Garching, Germany 


Excerpt from decision: 


“This paper is wrong and therefore not acceptable in NJP. The author uses 
faulty math to convince himself that two different solutions of the 
Maxwell equations can exist with the same current source and boundary 
conditions. He then subtracts them to argue that he has a vacuum solution 
with unexpected properties. The most likely source of the error is the 
calculation of the current (9) where the author has not differentiated 
correctly the field presented in (6-8) in the sense of the theory of 
distributions.” 


Excerpts from Board decision on appeal: 


In this paper the author attempts to construct a sourceless solution of 
Maxwell's equations representing a static magnetic field that falls off at 
infinity. There are well established theorems that would appear to make 
this impossible. If such a solution were valid, therefore, it could be 
interesting. 


The approach of the paper is based on a view of Maxwell's equations: that 
there are currents that are "caused by" magnetic fields, and currents that 
are "sources of" magnetic fields. This is a rather nonstandard viewpoint, 
but is not, by itself, wrong. Using this as a background motivation the 
author then purports to find two solutions to Maxwell's equations for the 
same current, and for the same restrictions at infinity. The linear nature 


of Maxwell's equations would seem to rule this out. This in itself is not a 
proof that the paper is wrong, but rather a warning that the author must be 
very convincing in his demonstration of the existence of two such 
solutions. In his demonstration, however, there is a step that is 
mathematically incorrect. In the integral in eq. 13 it is assumed that z>>r 
and this is used to make the simplification 


R424+17424+2Z424+2rR -> R42+242 


But it is incorrect to omit the term 2rR that occurs on the left. The 
integration variable R ranges to infinity, thus the term 2rR cannot be 
ignored no matter how small r is compared to z. 


This error makes the proof invalid. If the author would like to correct this 
error and rework the proof, the paper can be resubmitted and considered.” 


Excerpt from comment on revised manuscript: 


‘A previous version of this paper was criticized for an inconsistent 
approximation used in evaluating the integral in eq. 13. The expression 


RA241424+2424+2rR 
was approximated as 
R42+242 

for r< 


In a slightly revised version of the paper, the author has not changed the 
approximation, but attempts to justify it with the following: "..when R>>r, 
2rR< 


This paper should not be published, and should not be given further 
consideration.” 


20. Nuclear Physics B 


Manuscript title: (NUCPHB 7923) 
Editors/Contacts: Dr. Henk Smed, Elsevier 


Reason: Paper is inappropriate 


PART A REMARKS 


This paper concerned a proposed theoretical discovery. As 
one can see from the comments in review no. 19, the new 
physics of the paper is considered discussible. It is 
goodness of the proof of an inequality that is in question. 
Equality is the forgone conclusion at present. The referee 
is not satisfied with the strength of the proof of inequality 
I offered. 


I have placed an account of my work online. The interested 
reader may go to the following report: 


https://archive.orgq/details/concept-of-a-new-particle 


OOK 


BIBHAS DE 


THE 
UNSOLD 
PARTICLE 


I formulated two new physics results: 
Static magnetic field in empty space 
constitutes a mass; and 
There can be a static magnetic field 
structure without any sources in it. 


CASEB 


1) 
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These add up to the further formulation of | 
a particle which could even be the photon. 
The physicists did not let me publish this. 








But for the present discussion, the point to take is that the 
barrier to publishing a discovery proposal in the peer- 
review system seems to be very, very high. 


PART B 
PEER-REVIEWED ACCEPTANCE 
1965 to present 


METHODOLOGY 


What follows is not about detailed criticisms of the 
“discoveries” at issue, after their publication. I have of 
course done so extensively elsewhere. 


The present focus is strictly limited: The publication 
process of the discovery papers. Should they have been 
published at the time they were published with the 
knowledge and the information we had available then? 


I will play-act that I am a referee in that epoch. I am 
reasonably competent and have expertise in some areas 
of the paper if not all. I may have vested interest (bias) in 
the result of the paper (one way or the other) but I am 
able to set that aside. On the other hand, if I sense that 
the paper was channeled to me in specific expectation of 
a favorable or unfavorable review, I become a little extra 
alert. 


In sum, I act as a typical reviewer with the necessary 
scientific objectivity. I am neither lax nor supercritical. My 
a priori posture is to be helpful. 


I then write concise referee reports on each of the pretend 
manuscripts (= the published discovery papers), and 
provide my recommendation 


1965 


THE PENZIAS-WILSON DISCOVERY MANUSCRIPT 


In late 1964, I receive a twin-manuscript package to 
review. I have a little time just now and so I open the 
envelope and look at the manuscripts and read the 
abstracts. That’s all I have time for now. 


Later that day, while driving home, something strikes me 
as most odd. Penzias and Wilson reportedly made a 
phenomenal observational discovery. But the companion 
paper by Dicke et al seems to be posited as a 
preamble/context for the PW paper! What should be an 
interpretation of the discovery is instead made into a 
positive anticipation of the discovery! I have never seen 
this before. I must be careful not to be psychologically 
influenced by this ‘contexting.’ 


Next morning after I have taught my Physics 301 class, I 
sit down with a cup of coffee and the PW manuscript. This 
is going to be my first careful pass. It is a short paper and 
I finish reading it. Then this is the first thought that strikes 
me: They make a single-frequency measurement at 4 GHz 
and that observation — with nothing more - becomes the 
detection of a full spectrum that peaks near 200 GHz! I 
must understand the logic completely before I act. I 
continue rereading various parts of the paper. 


OK, so I got it. A portion of the noise temperature they 
measure at the antenna terminal cannot be accounted for 
by any other cause than that it is coming from the zenith. 


All other contributions to this noise have been enumerated 
and quantified. These contributions are from the 
instrument, from the atmosphere and from the ground. 
The last contribution comes because the antenna picks up 
ground radiation through its sidelobes and the back lobe 
(together, minor lobes). For my ease of understanding, I 
get myself a typical antenna pattern. 














Horizontal radiation pattern 


Now, for the PW antenna they say the minor lobes are 30 
dB below isotropic — so quite low indeed. I make some 
effort and I find out that the beamwidth for the PW 
antenna is 1 % degree. The mystery radiation is coming 
largely through this very narrow beam. 


The ground radiation is coming from a 2x solid angle of 
the bottom hemisphere. So, even though the minor lobes 


are low, the ground radiation is entering the antenna over 
a much larger solid angle than the mystery radiation. 


I read portions of the paper again. 


The backlobe response to ground radiation is taken to be less than 0,1° K for two 
reasons: (1) Measurements of the response of the antenna to a small transmitter located 
on the ground in its vicinity indicate that the average back-lobe level is more than 30 db 
below isotropic response. The horn-reflector antenna was pointed to the zenith for these 
measurements, and complete rotations in azimuth were made with the transmitter in 
each of ten locations using horizontal and vertical transmitted polarization from each 
position. (2) Measurements on smaller horn-reflector antennas at these laboratories, 


neing nilesad meacuring cate an flat antanna rancec have eancictanth:, chauwn a hack i 


OMG! They have no antenna pattern data on the minor 
lobes. There is no pattern to integrate to find the ground 
contribution. How did they come up with the 0.1 K figure? 
And why only the back lobe? The vast ocean near the 
facility may be registered through other minor lobes. 


Second, whatever that mystery radiation on the sky is at 
4 GHz, there is no information to conclude that this 
radiation is a portion of a blackbody spectrum. There just 
isn’t -— based on the experiment alone. The blackbody 
comes in suggestively only through the companion paper. 


I cogitate some more, and then write up my referee 
report. 


REFEREE REPORT 
The Penzias-Wilson paper is not acceptable in the present form. 
First, they are comparing some unidentified radiation from the sky 
that enters through an extremely narrow main beam, with ground 
radiation that enters through the entire bottom hemisphere. 
Therefore, lowness of the minor lobes by itself not guaranty that the 
ground contribution is negligible. Therefore they need to explain 
further how they come up with the all-important 0.1 K ground 
contribution. The standard procedure is to do a pattern integration. 


Second, if they still maintain the 3.5 K excess temperature is coming 
from the sky, they have not offered any evidence that that radiation 
is a part of a blackbody spectrum. If they wish to make this| spectral 
claim, they must calculate the intensity of the isotropic mystery 
radiation on the sky. This is a standard calculation. Then they must 
plot this point on a 3.5 K Planck spectrum. If their data point falls 
convincingly on this spectrum, they would have a case. 


Third, it seems from their description that they are receiving isotropic 
radiation but processing only one orthogonal polarization. There is 
a factor of 2 that needs to come in somewhere, or be explained. 


P-W have not really done the due diligence. Antenna engineers in 
the industry routinely face ‘puzzles’ such as this and eventually sort 
them out. All in a day’s work. 


lf the authors address these points, | will review the manuscript 
again. At that time, | will review the companion manuscript also. 


1990s 


THE COBE SATELLITE DISCOVERY MANUSCRIPT 


I am reading this manuscript in great marvel — for the 
second time. Everything seemed fine on first pass — well- 
written, well-argued and well-presented. Very professional 
as well. This is going to be fine, I thought. But then I 
thought maybe I could be a little helpful by finding a typo 
or two, or making some suggestions for improvement. 
Never has refereeing been so smooth and pleasurable for 
me. 


And that’s when I stumble on this: 


The omtral portion of the "beam. < ‘38° is ‘not flat topped, ‘showing variations of as much as 30%, This is 
we important when making measurements of sky features with angular variations smaller than 3.3°, Even then, 
the effect is washed out by the rotation and orbital motion of the spacecraft during a single FIRAS integration, as 
well as by combining multiple measurements. 


OMG! OMG! OMG! This is the end of the line. No way a 
spectrum could have been discovered on the sky. This is 
an absolute drop-dead situation. I write up my report. 


REFEREE REPORT 


The authors developed hard military-style specifications on what their 
instrument should be in order to measure a spectrum on the sky faithfully. 
They built the instrument most laboriously and elaborately, and launched 
it. Once in orbit, they found the instrument did not meet the very central 
requirement: A flattop main beam. It is not that the flattop had some ripples 
on it, but hills and ravines! This is like an optical telescope with shattered 
lens. In fact, the military would not allow a variance of this magnitude for 
such an instrument built for them to specification by an industry 
manufacturer. How can this be acceptable for an-extremely-difficult-to- 
measure situation, and how can it end up delivering mind-blowing 
precision over a 10-to-1 bandwidth? 


Their ‘out’ — that the effect of this total disaster would somehow average 
out —is entirely incorrect. This is like a bad shooter looking ata Gun Range 
paper target and saying: On average | hit the bull's eye. 


The COBE-FIRAS instrument cannot measure a spectrum, period. 


This paper should not be published as reporting a discovery. On the 
other hand, there’s a lot of meat in the paper. If the authors wish to 
publish it as the account of a failed discovery, it will be instructive 
and | will support its publication. 


2014 


THE BICEP2 DISCOVERY MANUSCRIPT 


Upon a couple of readings of the BICEP2 manuscript, I am 
reviewing in my mind what BICEP2 has_ actually 
accomplished. What did they report, basically? A kind of 
gridwork on the sky. I mean, not a haphazard patchwork 
like Cosmic Microwave Background but a geometric 
gridwork! And they also proffer a cogent cosmological 
explanation of this geometric mosaic. When you predict 
something so specific as a grid on the sky, and then you 
actually find the grid on the sky, what is there to referee? 
This is a whale of a discovery! 


BICEP2 B-mode signal 


Declination (deg.] 
3 


g 





0 
Right ascension [deg.] 


But in my gut I am a little uneasy about the size of the 
telescope vs the detail it shows on the sky. May be I should 
read up some more on the instrument. 


And then it hits me: There is another gridwork in this deal 


—- a geometric mosaic! It is the novel design of the focal 
plane of the telescope! 





REFEREE REPORT 
This paper should not be published in the present form. 


There are two gridworks involved: One in the sky and one inside the 
telescope. So the question — first and foremost — is this: Do these | 
gridworks have a cause-and-effect link? 


If you see a Royal Bengal Tiger roaming in midtown Manhattan, and 
make a report that a foreign terrorist group has released it, you must 
first establish that it did not escape from the Bronx Zoo. 


Here's what may be happening. The telescope looks at a 
featureless radiation field, and its focal plane adds the gridwork on 
to thel sky image. 


The authors clearly are not even aware of this issue. They need first 
to understand this, and then, if they can, provide tests that show the 
two grids are not linked. 





2016 


THE LIGO DISCOVERY MANUSCRIPT 


I am daunted by the sheer number of authors, some of 
them leading authorities in their areas of physics. I am 
daunted by the atmospherics as well. But most of all, Iam 
daunted by the long-entrenched nature of the LIGO 
project and the attendant establishment. It almost seems 
like criticism is not on. 


But I try to do my job. And that leads me to write this 
referee report: 


REFEREE REPORT 


There is no evidence in the paper that gravitational wave has been 
observed — let alone black hole merger. There are numerous 
reasons for this — each fatal. But | will cite only the following: 


(1). No evidence has been provided that the conjectured entangled 
motion of the mirrors actually takes place inside the sealed tubes. 
This is not something to be assumed, but something to be verified. 
A host of other types of relative motion of the mirrors could provide 
interferometer signal. 


(2) No evidence or justification has been provided for the critical 
assumption that distances smaller than quantum uncertainty can be 
measured as high-precision lengths. This is like insisting that a puff 
of smoke can be measured with a pair of Vernier Calipers. 


(3). No account has been taken of the elephant in the room: The 
effect of Earth’s static magnetic field on induced electric currents in 
the LIGO tube wall, and also the mirror suspension system, due to 
geomagnetic disturbances. The kms-long tubes are especially 
efficient attractors of these disturbances. A simple calculation shows 
the tube walls| do not shield the innards from electromagnetic 
disturbances. 


For these reasons and many more, the paper should be rejected. 


2019 


THE BLACK HOLE IMAGE MANUSCRIPT 


Right up front, this manuscript contained two key 
numbers: The angular size of the black hole disc on the 
sky, and the angular size of the interferometer beam with 
which the disc was being imaged. I do a calculation in my 
head and find that nine beams fit tightly, but non- 
overlappingly, into the disc. I call them pixels. 


I then read that each of these pixels is highly noisy. So, 
even before I have read much of the paper, I know that 
nine noisy and uncorrelated pixels are all there is. They 
cannot make a black hole image. 


Now I read the manuscript carefully to learn how and what 
additional information came in to make this rudimentary 
Slapping-together of nondescript blotches into a coherent 
image field. 


There is nothing — absolutely nothing. 


The image field that surrounds the black hole disc is 
completely featureless. There are no distended structures 
there to guide a refinement of the nine pixel view inside 
the disc. 


That’s it. There was no justification for publishing this 
paper. 


I write my report: 


REFEREE REPORT 


Given the size of the black hole disc on the sky and the size of the | 
interferometer beam, only nine of these beams (or pixels) fit into the 
disc. This what we have to work with. 


Further refinement of this view is possible only when the sky field 
outside the disc has many features that guide the refinement of the 
nine-pixel view of the disc. 


However, the sky outside the black hole is completely featureless. 
So, the nine noisy pixels are all there is. This is the only result that 
can be published. Any greater claims have no scientific basis. 





PART B REMARKS 


There can be no excuses for or explaining-aways of this 
decades-long, deeply-entrenched tradition of grandiose 
scams and frauds. These were diligently shepherded 
through the full brunt of the peer-review process and the 
panel-review process. There is large-scale corruption and 
deep collusion. There is collective behavior reminiscent of 
mob families. There is licentiousness for the entitled and 
procedural rigor for the unentitled. And above all, there is 
sky-high hubris: Let not mortal therefore put asunder, that 
which gods have coupled together. 


Damn shame. 


Damn damn shame. 


CONCLUSION: 


DISCOVERY 
SCHMISCOVERY! 


APPENDIX 
MY STABS AT BEING AN EDITOR 
In Part A, I describes my experience as a submitter. I have 
of course been a reviewer. But I also had some involvement 
with editing. Two special volumes I co-edited: 





THERMODYNAMICS AND KINETICS OF DUST 
FORMATION IN THE SPACE MEDIUM 


Preface 


The physical and chemical processes controlling condensation of solids in the space 
medium have in recent years attracted increasing interest due to the wealth of new and 
detailed information on the properties of solids in meteorites. Simultaneously, 
exploration of extraterrestrial space has revolutionized our knowledge of the nature 
of the actual space medium. 

The workshop on Thermodynamics and Kinetics of Dust Formation in the Space 
Medium, held under the auspices of the Lunar and Planetary Institute in Houston, 
September 6-8, 1978, was conceived as a means of interaction between experimentalists 
dealing with the past record in meteorites and observers of present-day processes in 
space in order to outline the boundary conditions for physical parameters at con- 
densation, and to give observational and theoretical support for interpretation of past 
and present-day phenomena. 

A volume of abstracts of the contributions to the workshop, bearing the same title 
as that of the workshop, was published by the Lunar and Planetary Institute prior to 
the workshop (The Lunar and Planetary Institute Contribution No. 330). The present 
volume consists of articles expanded from the original abstracts, and also a few addi- 
tional contributions. To the extent possible, the original contributions have been 
augmented with the experience from the workshop discussions. The workshop 
participants also provided mutual review of the manuscripts. In addition, J. R. Arnold, 
E. E. Becklin, F. Fehsenfeld, W. Huntress, J. Scalo, L. Spitzer, Jr., L. J. Srnka, 
W. A. Stein, J. R. Stephens and W. D. Watson have very kindly provided review 
comments. 

The Committee responsible for organizing the workshop consisted of Gustaf 
Arrhenius (Universit 'y of California, San Diego), Bibhas R. De (Lunar and Planetary 
Institute), Bertram D. Donn (NASA Goddard Space Flight Center), Michael B. Duke 
(NASA Johnson Space Center), Thomas R. McGetchin (Lunar and Planetary Institute), 

and Wayne A. Stein (Universit 'y of Minnesota). 

The Lunar and Planetary Institute is operated by the Universities Space Research 
Association under contract No, NSR 09-051-001 with the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, This volume constitutes the Lunar and Planetary Institute 
Contribution No. 360. 


BIBHAS R. DE 
GUSTAF ARRHENIUS 


Ast, . 
Copy iisics and Space Science 65 (1979) 3. 0004-640X/79/0651 —0003$00.15 


8ht © 1979 by D. Reidel Publishing Co-, Dordrecht, Holland, and Boston, U.S.A. 


: ‘ 
ASSERT aD LT RETR ear RUN Feary HAT ore 


oy 


PLASMA AND 
THE UNIVERSE 


DEDICATED TO HANNES ALFVEN 


e 
& 
+ 
& 
Bg 
= 
= 
= 
i 
x 
= 
. 
a 
= 
% 
% 
& 
t 





PLASMA AND 
THE UNIVERSE 


Dedicated to Professor Hannes Alfvén 
on the Occasion of His 80th Birthday, 
30 May 1988 


Guest Editors 


CARL-GUNNE FALTHAMMAR 
Royal Institute of Technology, Stockholm, Sweden 


GUSTAF ARRHENIUS 


Scripps Institution of Oceanography, University of California, 
La Jola, California, U.S.A. 


BIBHAS R. DE 
Chevron Oil Field Research Company, La Habra, California, U.S.A. 


NICOLAI HERLOFSON 
Royal Institute of Technology, Stockholm, Sweden 


D. ASOKA MENDIS, 
University of California at San Diego, La Jolla, California, U.S.A. 


and 


ZDENEK KOPAL 
Department of Astronomy, The University, Manchester, U.K. 


Reprinted from Astrophysics and Space Science 
Vol. 144, Nos. 1/2 (1988) 





Kluwer Academic Publishers 
Dordrecht / Boston / Lancaster 


SPECIAL ISSUE DEDICATED TO PROFESSOR 
HANNES ALFVEN ON THE OCCASION OF HIS 
80TH BIRTHDAY, 30 MAY 1988 


Guest Editors 


CARL-GUNNE FALTHAMMAR, GUSTAF ARRHENIUS, BIBHAS R. DE, 
NICOLAI HERLOFSON, D. ASOKA MENDIS, and ZDENEK KOPAL 


HANNES ALFVEN AT EIGHTY 


Ten years ago, Astrophysics and Space Science dedicated its May issue to Professor 
Hannes Alfvén on the occasion of his seventieth birthday. Time has now come to honour 
him on his eightieth birthday by publishing this special issue of Astrophysics and Space 
Science. 

The preface of the May 1978 issue outlined his life and work until then. In the decade 
that has passed since that time, the outstanding significance of his pioneering work has 
become even more evident. The waves that he discovered long ago are of fundamental 
importance to the whole field of plasma physics, in the laboratory as well as in space. 
Likewise, the concept of gyrocentre drift and the perturbation theory based on it are 
powerful tools for studying charged particle motion, and are being widely used and 
developed to ever higher sophistication. The critical velocity phenomenon in the inter- 
action of a plasma and a neutral gas, which was proposed by Alfvén with amazing 
intuition — subsequently observed experimentally and only much later explained by 
theoreticians — has attracted sharply increased interest in recent years, following its 
observation in space. 

The latest decade has not only verified the importance of Alfvén’s past work, it has 
also been a decade in which he has continued a very active scientific life with new 
contributions to science especially in the field of cosmogony. For example, he has made 
use of the latest data from the Voyager spacecraft to test, with remarkable success, his 
theoretical predictions about the detailed structure of the Saturnian rings. 

Hannes Alfvén is, in the true sense of the words, a pioneer and an explorer who has 
opened new vistas in science. His early contributions earned him the Nobel Prize for 
Physics in 1970. These contributions date back to the 1940's and were at that time highly 
controversial and largely ignored by the scientific community. Much later the progress 
of experiments and observations have proved his ideas to be right. 

However, Hannes Alfvén never rests on his laurels. In recent years his mind has 
turned to the ‘Plasma Universe’, ranging in space from the Earth’s own neighbourhood 
throughout the dephts of the Cosmos, and in time to the events in the past that led to 
the formation of the solar system. Some of his concepts about the Plasma Universe are 
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